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INTRODUCTION

The U.S. Department of Agriculture, Animal and Plant lealth Inspection Service (USDA-APHIS), Wildlife Services (WS)
program responds to requests for assistance from individuals, organizations and agencies experiencing damage caused by
wildlife. Ordinarily, according to APHIS procedures implementing the National Fnvironmental Policy Act (NEPA),
irdividual wildlife damage management actions may be categorically excluded (7 CFR 372.5(¢), 60 Fed. Reg. 6000-6003
199 "3 However, WS decided to prepare an environmental assessment (LA) to assist in planning vulture demage
management (VDM) activiiies and to clearly communicate with the public the analysis of environmental impacts associated
with various alternatives for addressing vuloure damage (www.aphis.usda/ws/eafrontpage.html). The EA documented the
need for vulture damage management in the Commonwealth of Virginia and assessed potential impacts of various
alternatives for responding to damage problems. WS' proposed action was to implement an Integrated Wildlife Damage
Management (IWDM) program on all land classes in Virginia. Copunents from the public involvement process were
reviewed for substantial issues and alternatives which were considered in developing a Record of Decision and Finding of
No Significant Impact (FONSID). Additional public comments were received after the completion of the EA and FONSL.
These additional comments and agency responss are attached in Appendix A of this amendment. This amendment
addresses the issues raised in public comments received atter the January 2003 "ONSI and updates the data and population
impuct analysis in the original EA (USDA 2002). This analysis is an addition to that in the EA and FONSI signed on
January 15,2003, and all information in the both documents remain valid unless otherwise noted below.

The EA and FONSI signed on January 15. 2003, may be obtained from www.aphis.usda/ws/eafrontpage himi or from the
Office of the State Director, USDA, APHIS, Wildlife Services, P.C. Box 130, Moseley, Virginta 23120.

The EA analyzed the potential environmental and social effects of alternatives for resolving vulture damage related to the
protection of agriculturs, property, and threats to public health and safety on private and public lands in Virginia. Virginia
has an area of 26,090,880 acres. In Fiscal Year (I'Y) 2002, Virginia WS had agreements to conduct vulture damage
management on about 14,917 acres or less than 0.00057% of the land arca (Management Information System (MIS) 2002).

WS is the Federal program authorized by law to reduce damage caused by wildlife (Act of March 2, 1931, as amended (46
Stat. 1486; 7 U.S.C. 426-426¢c); the Rural Development, Agriculture, Related Agencies Appropriations Act of 1988, Public
Law 100-102, Dec. 27, 1987. Stat. 1329-1331 (7 U.S.C. 426¢); and the Agriculture, Rural Development, Food and Drug
Administration, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act of 2001, Public Law 106-387, October 28, 2000. Stat. 1349
(Sec 767). Wildlife damage management is the alleviation of damage or other problems caused by or related to the
presence of wildlife and is recognized as an integral part of wildlife management {The Wildlife Society 1992). WS uses an
I'WDM approach, commonly known as Integrated Pest Management (WS Directive 2.105) in which a combination of
methods may be used or recommended to reduce damage.  The I'WDM approach uses nonlethal or lethal methods
sequentially or simultaneously, depending on which methods are practical and effective. TWDM is used as part of the WS
Decision Model (Slate et al. 1992, USDA 1997, WS Directive 2.201). The imminent threat of damage or loss of resources
is often deemed sufficient for wildlite damage management actions to be initiated (U.S. District Court of Utah 1993).
Resource management agencies and individuals have requested WS to conduct VDM to protect agriculture and property in
Virginia. Resource owners have also requested WS conduct VDM to protect human health and safety. All Virginia WS
wildlife damage management is in compliance with relevant laws, regulations, policies, orders and procedures, including,
the Fndangered Species Act of 1973.




Virginia W8 works and consuits with the Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (V DGIF), Virginia
Department of Agriculture and Consuiner Services (VDACS), and United States Department of Interior (USD), Fich and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) to reduce wildlife damage. The VDGIF has the responsibility to marage all wildlife in
Virginia, including federally listed threatened and endangered (T&E) speciss and migratory birds, wich are a joint
responsibiity with the USFWS. Memoranda of Understanding (MOUSs) signed between APHIS-WS and the VDGIF and
YDACS clearly outline the responsibility, technical expertise and coordmation between agencies. A multi-agency team
with representatives and consultants from each of the aforementioned agencies participated in the assessment of impacts of
WS vulture damage management in Virginia. The VDGIF, VDACS and USFWS worked with Virginia WS to determine
whether the proposed action is in compliance with relevant management plans, laws, regulations, policies, orders, and
procedures. :

AT

‘ECTED ENVIROMMENT

]

The areas of the proposed action include agricultural areas (e.g., livestock farms) where black vultures could prey on
livestock, and property in or adjecent to subdivisions, business and industrial parks, or other areas inhabited or used by
people where vultures roost or loaf. Additionally, the public and local health officials have concerns about large quantities
of fecal droppings associated with valture roosts when roosts are near human habitation and where children play. The
proposed action could be conducted on private and public property.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Issues related to the proposzd action were initially identified by an interdisciplinary team involving the VDGIF and
USFWS. This multi-agency team refined the issues and developed preliminary alternatives. An invitation for public
comment on the pre-decisional EA was sent to 403 individuals or organizations identified as interested in Vieginia WS or
YDGIF projects. Notice of the proposed action and invitation for public involvement on the pre-decisional EA was placed
in four newspapers (Richmond Times-Dispatch, The Virginia Pilot, The Roancke Times, and The Washington Times) with
circulation throughout Virginia. There was a 34-day comment period for the public to provide input on the pre-decisional
EA. One hundred twenty comment letters were received from the public. All comments were analyzed to-identify
substantial new issues, alternatives, or to redirect the program. A decision and finding of ne significant impact was signed
on January 15,2003, and the public and commentors were nofified of this decision. All letters and responses are
maintained in the administrative file located at the Virginia WS State Office, P.O. Box 130, Moseley, Virginia 23120, WS
response to specific comments and issues are included in Appendix A of the Decision and FONSI signed on Januvary 15,
2003

Opposition to the EA and FONSI was raised initially by two professors at Virginia universities; five birding organizations,

and one animal advocacy organization. The WS program met with one of the professors and representatives of the birding
and animal advocacy groups on June 27, 2003, in Riverdale, Maryiand, to share information and hear concerns. The issues
raised and WS response to the issues are provided in Appendix A of this amendment

Copies of this amendment have been sent to 116 individuals or organizations identified as interested in VDM including ail
persons who provided comment on the EA (and an address) and subsequent Decision and FONSI. Notice of this
amendment will also be published in four newspapers (Richmond Times-Dispatch, The Virginia Pilot, The Roanoke
Times, and The Washington Times) with circulation throughout Virginia. Public comments on the amendment will be
accepted for 32 days (until tlovember 27, 2004) from the date of publication of the notice of availability in the above
newspapers. All comments received will be evaluated and considered in the development of a new Decision.

o

MAJOR ISSUES

The EA described the alternatives and evaluated each alternative using the issues identified by the public and the muiti-
agency team described above. The following issues were identified as important to the scope of the analysis (40 CFR

1508.25).
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Effects on black and turkey vulture populations

Effects on nontarget wildlife species populations, including T&E species
Eltects on human health and safety

Fffects on aesthetics

Humaneness of lethal bird control methods

ALTERNATIVES

The following Alternatives were developed by the Multi-agency Team to respond to the issues. A detailed discussion of

the effects of the Alternatives on the issues is described in the EA. The following is a summary of the Alternatives:

Alternative | - Integrated Wildlife Damage Management/ Vulture Damage Management Program
{Proposed Action) - The proposed action is for the WS program in the Commonwealth of Virginia to
continue the current Integrated Wildlife Damage Management (IWDM) program that will respond to
requests for Vulture Damage Management (VDM to protect property, livestocl, pets, human healta and
safety, and agricultural resources (Table 1). An ITWDM approach would be implemented which would
zllow use of any legal technique or method, used sinely or in combination, to meer requestor needs for
resolving conflicts with turkey or black vultures (Appendix B of the EA). WS would respond to
requests for assistance by 1) providing technical advice to property owners/managers on actions they
could take to reduce damages caused by vuitures, and/or 2) conducting operational control actions for the
property 0wner oI manager.

Actions by propertv owner or manager

Propeity owners/managers requesting assistance would be provided with information regarding the use
of effective and practical nonlethal and lethal techniques. Property owners/managers may choose to
implement WS recornmendations on their own, use contractual services of private businesses, use
volunteer services of private organizations, use contractual services of Wildlife Services or take no
action. - Implementation of nonlethal methods such as habitat alteration, husbandry practices,
harassimient, scare devices, and mechanical repellents is usually the responsibility of the property owner
Or manager.

The property owner or manager may choose to apply for their own depredation permit from the USFWS
to lethaily take vultures, as required by the implementing regulations of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act
(MBTA) for depredation control (50 CFR 21.41), The USFWS requires nonlethal methods be used and
shown ineffective or impractical before the USFWS will issue a depredation permit. In this situation,
WS would evaluate the damage and complete & Migratory Bird Damage Report (WS Form 37) which
would inchude information on the extent of the damages, the number of vultures present, and a
recommendation or the number of vuliures that should be taken to best alleviate the damages.

Following USFWS review of a complete application for a depredation permit from & property owner or
manager and the Migratory Bird Damage Report, a depredation permit could be issued to authorize the

" lethal take of « specified number of vultures as part of an IWDM approach. Upon receipt of a
depredation permit, the property owner or manager or appropriate subpermittee may commence the
authorized activities and must submit a written report of their activities upon expiration of therr permit.
Permits may be renewed annually as needed to resolve damages. Property owners or managers could
conduct VDM using shooting or any nonlethal methods that are legal. Not all of the methods listed in
Appendix B of the EA as potentially available to WS would be legally available to property
owners/managers.
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Actions by Wildlife Services

VDM by WS would be provided in Virginia, when requested, on private property or public facilities
where a need has been documented and upon completion of an Agreement for Control between WS and
the property owne: or manager. WS uses an TWDM approach were nonlethal or lethal methods are
applied sequentiallv or simultaneously, depending on which methods ave practical and effective. Lethal
methods used by WS would include shocting and live trapping followed by suthanasia. Nonlethal
methods used or recommended by WS may inciude habitat alteration, husbandry practices, wire barriers
and deterrents, tactile repcilents, harassment, and scaring devices.

To address the anticipated needs of ail property owners/managers with vulture damages in Virginia that
may request WS assistance with lethal methods to alleviate their damages, WS would submit an
apphecation for a one-year depredation permit to the USFWS estimating the maximum oumber of vultures
of each species to be lethally taken as part of an IWDM approach. WS would not submit a Migratory
Bird Damage Report jor their own application. The USFWS would conduct an independent review of
the appiication, and if acceptable, issue a permit as allowed under the depredation permit regulations. |
WS ceuld request an amendment of their permit to increase the number of vultures that would be taken
to address unpredicted and emerging vulture damages/conflicts.  Each year, WS would submit an
application for renewal ol their permit, and through the use of Adaptive Management principles, wonld |
adjust numbers of vulturss to meet anticipated needs, based upon management actions in the previous ;
ated damages and conflicss in the next year. The USFWS would review these
applications annually, and issue permits as allowed by regulations.  All alterations in the number of
animals to be taken will be checked against the impacts analyzed in this EA. All management actions by
WS would comply with appropriate fedesal, state, and local luws,

yeail and antic’s

Alternative 2 - Monlethal VDM Only By WS - Under this alternative, only nonltethal direct control activities and |
technical assistance would be provided by WS to resolve vulture damage problems. (Table 1). :

Actions by propertv owner or rmanager . !

Property owners/managers requesting assistance from WS would be provided only with information
regarding the use of effective and practical nonlethal methods. The nonlethal methods recommended by
WS would follow those identified in Afternative 1 (Appendix B). Property owners/managers may
choose to implement WS’ nonletzal recommendations on their own, use contractual services of private
businesses, use volunteer services of private organizations, use contractual services of WS or take no
action. [n situations where nounlethal methods were impractical or ineffective to alleviate damages, W8S
would refer requests for information regarding lethal information to VDGIF, USFWS, local animal
control agencies, or private businesses or organizations. Under this alternative, however, property
owners/managers might be limited to using nonlethal methods only as they may have difficulty obtaining
permits for lethal methods. The USFWS needs professional recomimendations on individual damage
situations before issuing a depredution permit for lethal methods, and the USFWS does not have the
mandate or resources to conduct wildlife dariage management work. State agencies with '
responsibilities for migratory birds would likely have to provide this information if depredation permits
are to be issued. [fthe information were provided to the USFWS, foliowing the agency’s review of a
complete application package for a depredation permit from a property owner or manager to iethally take i
vultures, the permit issuance procedures would follow that described in Alternative | (under Property
(Owner or manager). ]

Property awners or managers could conduct VDM using shooting or any nonlethal method that is legal.
Property owners or managers might choose to implement WS nonlethal recommendations, implement
lethal methods or request assistance from some private or public entity other than WS. Property




owners/managers {rustrated by lack of WS assistance with the full range of VDM techniques may try
methods not recommended by WS (e.g., poisons). [n some cases, property owners or managers may
misuse some methods or use some methods in excess of what is necessary. The USFWS may authorize
more lethal take than is nzcessary to alleviate vulture damages and conflicts because state agencies,
businesses, and organizations have less technical knowledge and experience managing wildlife damage
than WS.

Actions by Wildlife Services

VDM would be provided by WS in Virginia, when requested, on private property or public facilities
where a need has been documented and upon completion of an Agreement for Control between WS and
the property owner or manager. This assistance would be limited to nonlethal methods. The nonlethal
methods used or recommended by WS would be identical to those identified in Alternative I. WS would
not need to apply for a depredation permit froin the USFWS.

) Alternative 3 - Technical Assistance Only - This alternetive would be limited to technical assistance only from
WS and would not atlow for WS operational VDM in Virginia {Table [).

Actions by property owners/managers

Property owners/managers requesting technical assistance from WS would only receive technical
information revarding the use of effective and practical noniethal and lethal methods. The nonlethal and
lethal methods recommended by WS would be identical to those identified in Alternative 1. Property
owners/managers may choose to implement WS’ recommendations, use contractual services of privaie
-businesses, use volunteer services of private organizations, or take no action. In situaticns where
nonfethal methods are ineffective or impractical, WS would advise the property owner or manager of
appropriate lethal methods to supplement nonlethal methods.  In order for the peoperty owner or
manager to use lethal methods, they must apply for their own depredation permit to take vultures from
the USFWS. WS would evaluate the damage and complete a Migratory Bird Damage Report (WS Form
37) which would include information on the extent of the damages, the number of vuitures present, and a
recommendation for the number of vultures that should be taken to best alleviate the damages.
Following USFWS review of a complete application for a depredation permit from a property owner or
manager and the Migratory Bird Damage Report, a depredation permit could be issued to authorize the
lethal take of a specified number of vultures ‘ollowing the procedures identified in Alternative | (under
Property owner or manager).

Property owners or managers could conduct VDM using shooting or any nonlethal method that is legal.
Alternative | and Appendix B of the EA describes a number of methods that could be employed by
property owners or managers with or without receiving rechnical assistance advice from WS under this
alternative.

Actions by Wildlife Services

WS would only provide 1echnical assistance and assist property owners/managers with Migratory Bird
Depredation Reports required by the USFWS. WS would not provide operational assistance under this

alternative.

’ Alternative 4 - Lethal VDM Onily By WS - Under this alternative, only lethal technical assistance and
operational control services would be provided by WS (Table 1).

Actions bv property owners/managers




Property owners or managers requesting assistance from WS would only be provided with information
regarding effective and practical lethal metheds. The recommended lethal methods would be limited to
shooting birds. However, the USFWS requires nonlethal methods be used and shown ineffective or
impractical before the USFWS will issue a depredation permit. WS would refer requests for information
regarding effective and practical nonlethal methods to VDGIF, USFWS, local animal control agencies,
or private businesses or organizations. Property owners and managers might choose to impiement WS
lethal recommendations, inplement nonlethal methods or other methods not recommended by WS, use
coniractual services of private businesses, use velunteer services of private organizations, use contractual
services of WS or take no action. In situations where nonlethal methods were impractical or ineffective
WS would provide recommendation for effective and practical lethal methods. The property owner or
manager may choose to apply for their own permit from the USFWS to lethally take vultures. In this
situation, WS would complete a Migratory Bird & mage Reort (WS Form 37) which would include
information on the extent of the damages, the number of vaultures present, and a recommendation for The
number of valtures that should be taken to best alleviate the damages. Following USI'WS review of a
complete application for a depredation permit from a property owner or manager and the Migratory Bird
Damage Report, a depredation permit could be issued to authorize the lethal take of a specified number
of vultures following the procedures identified in Alternative 1{under Property owner or manager). Not
all of the methods listed in Appendix B of the EA as potentially available to WS would be legally
available to all other agencies or individuals.

Property owners or managers could conduct VDM using shooting or any nenlethal method that is legal.
Property owners or managers in some cases might choose to implement WS lethal recammendations or
implement lethal methods or other methods not recommended by WS. In some cases, control methods
employed by property owners or managers could be contrary to the intended use of some of the methods
or in excess of what is necessary. [nappropriate use of some nonlethal methods may result in injury to
humans or damage fo propetty. Potential harm to people and damage to property may occur because
state agencies, businesses, and organizations have less technical knowledge and experience managing
wildlife damage than WS. Appendix B of the EA describes a number of lethal methods available for use
ot recommended by WS under this alternative.

Actions by Wildlife Services

VDM would be provided by WS in Virginia, when requested, on private property or public facilities
where a need has been documented and upon completion of an dgreement for Comtrol between WS and
the property owner or manager, This assistance would be limited to lethal methods. To address the
anticipated needs of all property owners/managers with vulture damages in Virginia that would need
lethal methods to alleviate their damages, WS would submit an application for a depredation permit to
the USFWS. The permit application process would be identical to that described in Alternative 1.
Following USFWS review of a complete application for a depredation permit from WS, the permit
issuance would foilow that described i Alternative | (under Wildlife Services).

Alternative 5 - No Federal W5 VDM - This alternative would eliminate WS involvement in VDM in Virginia
(Table 1). WS would not provide direct operational or technical assistance, and property
owners/managers would have to conduct VDM without WS input. WS would refer all requests for
assistance to YDGIF, USFWS, local animal contrel agencies, or private businesses or organizations.

Property owners or managers could conduct VDM using -hooting or any nenlethal method that is legal.
However, under this alternative property owners/managers may have difficulty obtaining permits to use
lethal VDM methods. The USFWS needs professional recommendations on individual damage
situations before issuing a depredation permit for lethal takes, and the USFWS does not have the
mandate or the resources to conduct wildlife damage management work. State agencies with
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responsibilities for migratory birds would likely have to provide this information if . 'epredation permits
are to be issued. 1f the information were provided to the USFWS, following the agency’s review of a
complete application package for a depredation permit from a property owner or manager to lethally take
vultures, the permit 1ssuance procedures would follow that described in Alternative | (under Property
Owner or manager).

In same caszs, control methods employed by property owners or managers could be contrary to the
intended use of some of the methods or in excess of what is necessary. Inappropriate use of some
ronlethal methods may result In injury to humans, damage to property and increased risk to nontarget
species. These problems may occur because state agencies, businesses, and organizations have less
technicul knowledge and experience managing wildlife damage than WS. Appendix B of the EA
describes a number of lethal and nonlethal methods available for use, not all of which are available to
property owners or managets under this ajternative.

[n the initial FONSI, it was deternuned that Alternative | ({ntegrated Wildiife Damage Management / Vulture Damage
Marnagement Program (7

; uposed Action): 1) best addressed the issues identified in the EA, 2) nrovided sateguards for
public health and safety, 2) provided WS the best opporrunity to reduce danage while providing low impacts on nontarget
species, 4) balanced the economic effezcts to agriculture and property, and 5) allowed WS to meet its obligations to the
VDGIF, USFWS, and other agencies or entities.

Table 1. Actions that could be taken under each alternative of the vulture damage management in Virgiia environmental

assessment. .
Actions Al ] ‘ Adt. 2 Al 3 Alt 4 Alt. 5
WEKM VDM Nonlethal Galy Technical Lethai Only Mo Federal
(Proposed Action/ Assistanee (TA) VM Program
Mo Action Oniy
WS provides technical X X X
assistance on ponlethal
methods
WS provides technical X X X
assistance on lethal methods
WS provides nonlethal X X
operational assistance
WS prowvides lethal X X
operaaonal essistance & -
USIFWS issues permit to WS
Property owner able to use X X X Dependent on Dependent on
nonlethal techniques property property owner’s
owner’s ability ability to find
to find information on
information on nonletheai
nonlethal techniques
‘ techniques )
Property owner able Lo use ‘ X Dependent on X X Dependent on
lethal techniques and & i State’s ability to State’s ability to

provide permit

USEFWS issues perniit to | . provide permit
| property owner recommendations recominendations
to USFWS to USFWS

CONSISTENCY




Wildlife damage management conducted in V rginia will be consistent with MOUs and policies of APHIS-WS, the
VDGIE, and USFWS, and the EA. The agencies may, at times, restrict VDM in areas where there are special concerns
about 1ssues such as public safety or protected species.

Executive Order 13186 — “Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds” was signed on January 10,
2001 and requires: “Each Federal agency taking actions thel have, or are likely to have, a measurable negative effect on
migratory bird popuiations, is directed to develop and implément, a Memorandum of Understanding with the USFWS that
shall promote the conservation of migratory bird populations.” WS has developed a draft Memorandur of Understanding
(MOU) with the USFWS as required by this Executive Order and is currently waiting for USFWS approval, WS will
aoide by the MOU once it is signed by both parties.

Bxecutive Order 13352 — “Facilitation of Cooperative Conservation” was signed on August 26, 2004 and requires the
Departments of Interior, Agriculture, Commerce, Detense, and Environmental Protection Agency to facilitate cooperative
conservation to collaborate more with private landowners, private for-profit and non-profit groups, nongovernmental
associations, mdividuals, and tribal, local and state governments on how to manage the environment. The exesutive order
further requires that federal agencies take appropriate account of and respect the Interests of persons with ownership or
other legally recognized interests in fand and other natural resources.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUEMNCES
Eifects on Black and Turkey Vulture Populations
The Virginia WS program annually provideé the VDGIF and USFWS data on WS’ take of target and nontarget animals to

ensure the total statewide take (by WS and other permittees) does not impact the viabilivy of state and regional vulture
¢ VDGIF or USFWS. In addition, the EA and amendment will be reviewed each year to

populations as determined by ¢
ensure that the impaets of the program are within the parameters described below.

In calendar year 2003, WS took 93 black vultures and 51 turkey valtures and dispersed 4,454 vultures by harassment
methods. The largest number of vultures removed by Virginia WS to resolve damage problems in any year was 549
vultures in calendar year 2002 (M5, unpub. Data; Tables 3 & 4). Also, WS dispersed §,122 black and.turkey vultures
with harassment methods in calendar year 2002, In calendar vear 2001, 202 vultures were taken and 1,409 were
dispersed. In calendar year 2000, 116 vuitures were taken.

The public involvement process for this EA, Congressional Inquiries, and media campaigns conducted by some advocacy
groups increased public awarcness of Virginia WS’ ability to assist with vulture damage. As a result, there may be
increased requests for assistance with vulture damage problems and associated increases in the number of vultures taken by
the WS program. In most instances, only a few vultures are removed to reinforce harassment efforts while dispersing
roosts or protecting livestock from predation. WS usuaily anticipates taking less than 200 black vultures and less than 125
turkey vultures to alleviate damage in a given vear. However, in rare circumstances it may be necessary for WS to reduce
a local vulture population. A local population reduction would be described as reducing the number of vultures at a roost
where damage could not be alleviated by traditional hazing and other nonlethal efforts after extensive effort has been tried,
often tried multiple times without success. WS does not conduct regional or state-wide population reductions in Virginia.
Considerably more vultures are taken during efforts to reduce local vulture populations than during bazing progr ms. Even
with an anticipated increase in requests for services it is unlikely that WS would remove more than 1,500 vultures {1,000
black and 300 turkey vultures) annualiy in Vireinia. However, this level of take will be analyzed to demonstrate the
maximum potential impact of the WS program on Virginia vulture popuiations under a worst-case scenario. If this level of
take does not have a significant impact on vulture populations, then there chould also be no significant impact from lower
ievels of vulture take. In the EA, WS analyzed a take 0f 4,000 vultures. Subsequent consultations among W3 and USFWS
biciogists have indicated that a maximum annual take of 1000 black and S00 turkey vultures is a more realistic estimate of
WS maximum take under a worst-case scenario.

WS applied for and received a migratory bird depredation permit from the USFWS to take 950 black vultures and 300
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turke s vultures in 2003. The USFWS concluded a level of take of 1,200 black and 1100 turkey vultures in Region 5'
would have no negative impacr on vulture populations (Letter to files, from R. Detimer, USFWS, February {1, 2002).

The VA WS program tock 83% of the total authorized take of black vultures and 27% of the total authorized take of turkey
vultures in Region 5 in 2003 {Table 5). This was a reasonablc expectation since the greatest relative abundance of black
vultures in Reglon 5 was in Virginla and Maryland (Table 2). Similarly, the greatest relative abundance of turkey vuliures
m Region 5 occurred in Virginia, Maryland and Delaware {Table 2). Many of the Region 3 states have no black vulture
population (Table 2). It should be noted that, historically, Virg.nia did not have black vultures unti! well into the 20
century (Kiff 2000).  Black vultures were first repotted in Virginia on the coastal plain in the early 20" century (T. Kain,
Virginia Society of Ornithology, pers. commum.). Ben: ((1937) cited in Buckley 1999) reporicd that black vultures staried
breeding in the southern piedmont of Virginia in the 193%°s. The levels of WS wvulture take for the period of 2000-2003
are in Tables 3 and 4.

Table 2. Relative abundance of and number of requests for assistance in federal fiscal year 2002 with damage caused by
black, turkey, and mixed vulture flocks among states in Region 5 management unit of the U S. Department of Interior, Fish
and Wildlife Service. Relative abundance data are from the Breeding Biré Survey”, 1990-2002 (www. mbr-

pwre.usdg. gov/bbs/bbs html), and reguests {for assistance are from United States Department of Agriculture, Wildlife
Services annual tables (www.aphis.usda.covw/WSH.

Black vulture Turkey vulture Mixed vulture

Relative Number of requests for  Relative Number of requests Number of requests for
State abundance assistance abundance for assistance assistance
Virginia 0.89 83 4.08 35 29
Maryland 0.93 2 32 52 21
Delaware 0.68 0 1478 5 6
West Virginia 0.11 1 3.11 | l
Pennsylvania 0.135 5 1.52 24 0
New Jersey 021 4 2.78 38 10
New York 0.00 J 0.45 0 iy
Connecticut .00 0 0.54 0 0
Rhode [sland 0.00 { 0.28 0 0
Massachusetrs 0.00 J 0.53 1 o
Vermont 0.00 0 1.00 ¢ 3
New
Hampshire 0.00 ¢ 0.09 3 0
Maine 0.00 0 0.03 0 0

A, Saver . R., J. E. Hines, I. Fallon. 2003. The North American Breeding Bird Survey, Results and Aaalysis 1966-2002. Version 2003.1, USGS Patuxent

Wildlite Research Center, Laurel, MD.

1 Resion 5 of the Fish and Wiidlife Service is comprised of the states of Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, New York,
Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Connecticut, Pennsylvania, New Jersey, Deluware, Maryland, West Virginia, Virginia and
the District of Columbia. ’




Table 3. Quantitative assessment of the impacts of WS and Tota! take on the Black Vulture Population in Virginia.
Calendar Year

Theoretical Year

2003 2002 2001 2009

USEFWS Population 20,251 18,716 17,298 15,987 20,251
Estimate”

Rate of Annual 8.2% 8.2% 8.2% 8.2% §.2%
Population Increase®

Number of birds added 1661 1,335 1,418 1311 1,661
to population :

WS take 93 463 108 ' 66 1,000"

Nen-WS take 84+ 84" 84 40 84

Total take 177 547 192 106 1,084°

WS take as % of birds 6% 30% 3% 5% 60%
added

Total take as % of 11% 36% 14% 8% 65%

birds added”
A, Maximum estimated WS take during a “worst-case” scenario year. Population estimate is estimate for 2003 caleulated by the USFWS.
B. USFWS estimate of the Virginia black vuliure population obtained using data from the BBS survey with corrections for sources of bias in the survey,
C. Rate of population increase obtained from BBS population tend duts “or Virginia for the pariod of 1980-2002.
D Total ke calculated using WS estimate of take during a “waorst-case” scenario and the highest vaiue of non-WS take for the period of 2000-2003.

= Data is unavailable so the highest krown value is used.

Table 4. Quantitative assessment of the impacts of WS and Total take on the Turkey Vulture Population in Virginia.
Calendar Year

Theoretical Year

2003 2002 2001 2000

USKFWS Population 101,339 99,743 98,172 96,626 101,339

Estimate” '
Rate of Annual 1.6% 1.6% ' 1.6% 1.6% 1.6%

Population Increase”
Number of birds added 1,621 1,596 1,571 1,546 1,621

to population ‘ ‘ i
WS take S 86 94 50 500"
Nor-WS take 41* 41* 41 S0 41
Total take 92 127 135 _ 50 5417
WS take as % of birds 3% 5% 6% 3% 31% ‘

added
Total take as % of 6% 8% 9% 3% 33%

birds added”
. Maximum estimated WS take during a “worst-case” scenario year. Population estimate is estimate for 2003 calculated by the USFWS.
USFWS estimate of the Virginia turkey vulture pepulation obtained using daia from the BBS survey with corrections for sources of bias in the survey.
. Rate of population increase obtained from BBS population trend data for Virginia for the period of 1980-2002,
. Tozal take calculated using WS estimate of take during a “worst-case” scenario and the highest value of non-WS take for the period of 2000-2003.

MO O W

. Data is unavailable so highest known value ts used.

Population impact Analvsis

Levels of Vulture Take

For analysis purposes and to consider the scenario of additional requests, WS evaluated the impacts of a WS take
of 1,000 black vultures and 500 turkey vultures in Virginia using eight different analyses. Multiple analyses are
used becalse each analysis has its own strengths and weaknesses. Use of multiple analyses allows for the most
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comprehensive review of potential impacts on vulture populations. As stated above, this level of harvest
represents a worst-case scenario. [t would not be necessary Lo sustain an annual take of 1,000 black and 5060
turkey vultures to alleviate damage. WS also conducted analyses of the black and turkey vullure take for the last
fout years (2000 - 2003) (Tables 3 and 4).

WS initially conducied an analysis of removing 2,500 black and 1,500 turkey valtures in the January 2003

Decision and Tinding of No Significant Tmpact and concluded the magnitude of take would be low based-solcly

This analyses using population trends are referenced here and eight
nalyses follow.

on popuiation trervls for both species.
additional detailed population impact ar

Total take numbers for black and turkey vultures for 28300 — 2003 were obtained from the USIWS (unpub. data,
August 2003, Jure 2004, and October 2004). Non-WS take during the theoretical year with WS take of 1000
black and 500 turkey vultures was determined by using the maximuin yearly non-WS take from the period of
2000-2003,

Vultures are mu gmtorv s0 actions on vuliures in one state may have impacts on vulture populations in
surrounding states. Therefore, this EA also analyzes the impact of the proposed action en the vulture population
in Region 5. WS takrf‘ data ¢ ¢ for each state in Region § are combined with data on non-WS take provided by the
USFWS tc yield cumulative mke (Table 3). For the theoretical year, WS take for states other than VA and non-
WS take were assumed to equal maximum yearly take for the period of 2000-20C3

during fiscal vears 2000 — 2003,

Table 5. Lezal black and nokey vuiture take in Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 5,
Number of vuitures  Number of vultures Number of vujtures Number of
taken by all in taken by all in taken bv all in vultures taken by
Fy2p03 M Fy2002 P FY2001%" all in FY2000™°
State Black Lurkey Black Turkey Black Turkey Black Turkey
Virginia 431 19 41 70 192 135 1406 36
Maryland 6 4 1 ¢ 17 4 2 0
Delaware 0 n/a 0 0 0 0 0 0
West Virginia - ! 1 2 4 0 0 0 0
Pennsylvania 0 n/a 2 4 0 2 0 0
New Jersey 0 n/a 17 0 3 9 n/a n/a
New York 0 n/a 0 0 0 0 G 0
Connecticut 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Rhode Island n/a S n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Massachusetts n/a n/a n/a nw/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Vermont n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
New Hampshire n/a /a n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a n/a
Maine n/a n/a n/a 0 n/a 0 rfa n/a

A. Dataare from the Fish and Wildlife

3. n/a means not authorized.

1) Breeding Bird Survev

Population rend da

e Service, unpub. daa, October 2004.

ta were obiained using

dir ng Bird Su rvey fRB

lata from the U.S. Geologica

rvey.
urvey,

Patuxent Wildlife Research Center (Sauer et al. 2003). The BBS is comprised of a set of over 3,500 roadside
survey routes primarily covering the continental United States and southern Canada. Routes are surveyed each

Jurie by experienced birders,
many bird species.
increases during the recent period of 1980-2002, with black vultures increasing annually at |1

In Region 5

BBS data represent the best information currently available for monitoring trends in
of the U S. Fish and Wildlife Service, trends calculated from the BBS indicate
9% (P=0.01) and




turkey vultures increasing annually at 4.5% (P<0.01). The estimated trends for individual siates also show
mcreases. In its analysis of turkey and black vulture populations in Virginia, the USFWS determined thar, for the
interval of 1980-2002, the black vulture population increased at 2 rate of 8.2% per year (P=0.17) and the turkey
vulture population increased at a rate of 1.6% per year (P=0.20).

The primary objective of the BBS is to zenerate an estimate of population cnange (i.e., trends) for songhird:
Populations of birds tend to fluctuate, especially locally, as a result of variable annual local habitat and dlmalic
conditions. Therefore statistical analyses are used to check for long-term trends in population data. Estimates of
pepulation trends from BBS data are derived primarily from route-regression analysis (Geissler and Sauer 1990)

and are dependent upon a variety of assumptions (Link and Sauer :998). The statistical significance of a trend for
a given bpcme% is reflected in the calculated P-value (i.e., the probability of obtaining the observed data or more
extreme data given that a hypothesis of no change is Ttuc) The level of statistical significance (e.g, 0.01, 0.05,
(.10, ete.) can vary and is often set by those conducting the analysis. Often BBS or other geographicaily laree
survey (e.o., Chrictnas Bird Count, Breaeding Plot Survey) data are not statistically significant at the local level
because of relatively smeller sample size {i.e., fewer routes surveyed), more routes with zero observations of a
narticular bird species which results in larger slc tistical variance, and low P-values set for statistical significance.
The BBS has a statistical level of significance set at P<0.01. The BBS data show a statistically significant P-value
tor black and turkey vulture populations in Region 5 (the northeast and mid-Atlantic Oeomdphlc area). lowever,
the BBS data are not statistically significant at the Virginia level, nonetheless, Virginia trenc numbers are used
because 1t i the most appropriate dataset available.

KIff (2000), Kirk and Mossman (1998), Peterjohn {1994), Carter et al. (2000), 1 ink and Sauer (1998), and WS
{(see EA Section 4.1.1.1) determined that the Breeding Bird Survey and Christmas Bird Count surveyv instruments
were appropriate for detecting broad population rends. WS feels the BBS and CBC are the most appropriate data
to use for vulture populaticn analysis because there is no definitive population estimate fov vultures and these
survey instruments allow us to menitor breeding ard wintering vulture population trends.

The BBS and the CBC provide data for defecting broad population trends and not actual population counts.
Vulture activity budget research by Coleman and Fraser (1989) underscore the importance of understanding that
BBS and CBC provide trend data. Birds are counted by cbservers conducting BBS or CBC when the birds are
seen or heard, Vultures usually are seen flying and are difficult for observers to see when perched in trees.
Vultures make audible sounds that can be heard for very short distances of a few meters. Coleman and Fraser
(1989) estimated that black vultures spent only 12% of the day flying in summer and 9% of the day flying curing
winter. Similarty, turkey vultures spent 33% of the day flying in summer and 27% of the day flying 10 winter.
Summartly, a very small percent of the biack and turkey vulture population is actually seen and counted during
BBS and CBC. Any sopulation indices calcilated solely from BBS or CBC data (e.g., Partners in Flight
population models) therefore would be very conservative since both surveys substanvaily undercount the number
of vultures in the environment.

A more recent BBS analysis of black and turkey vulture populations in Virginia estimated that for the interval
1990 — 2002, the black vulture population increased at a rate of 14.3% per vear (P=0.08)(Sauer et al. 2003).

Turkey vuliures were determined to be increasing at a rate of 4.55% per year (P=0.02) for the interval 1990 -
2002 (Sauer et ai. 2003). Throughout Region 5, the black vulture rate of increase was 18.66% per year (P<0.01)
and the turkey vulture rate of increase was 3.72% per year (P<0.01)(Sauer et al. 2003). WS conducted this more
recent analysis of vulture population trends because the data are more reflective of current years than earlier data
sets where the use of DDT and its derivative DDE affected vuiture fecundity during the 1960°s and 1970’s (Kiff
2000, Buckley 1999, Coleman and Fraser 1989b, Kirk and Mossmean 1998, Kiff et al. 1983, Wilbur 1978). Use
of DDT was prohibiied by the Environmental Protection Agency in 1972 (Johnston 1978).

BBS popuiation trends can also be caleulated for Bird Conservation Regions, which are the geographical units
dentified by the North American Bird Conservation Initiative for conservaticn planning and species assessment
purposes (U.S. NABCI Committee 2000). Portions of three Bird Conservation Regions (BCR) occur in Virginia:

Southeastern Coastal Plan, Piedmont, and Appalachian Mountains. For the period 1980 — 2002, black and turkey -
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6% (P<0.01) in the Southeastern Coastai Plain; 8.5%

vulture trends, rcspectively were -0.3% (D0, 64) and 3.¢
13.2% (P=0.09) and 7.1% (P<0.01) in the Appalachian

(P=(0.01) and 2. S% {P=0.06) in the Piedmont; and
Mountains.

Turkey vultures were more abundant than black vultures in all states m Region 5 (RLb 2) and this is reflected in
BBS relative abundance numbers (Sauer et al. 2003) which are based on the numbers of birds seen per survey
routs. Relative abundance of each vulture species can also be calculated for each BCR (Sauer et al. 2003). The
mean number of black and turkey vultures detected per BCR during the years 1990 — 1999 in Virginia was 0.52 in
the Appalachian Mountains, 0.74 in the Piedmom and 2.09 in the ‘%outheastem Coastal Plain for black vultures;
and 3.06 in the Appalachian Mountains, 3.33 in the Piedmont, and 7.98 in the Scutheastern Coastal ’JMm for
turkey vultures (Sauer et al. 2003).

Overall, the trend and relative abundance mformation indicates that populations of both vulture species have
experienced long-term increases in the eastern U.S. as well as in Virginia, and that the rate of increase has been
even greater during the iast 20 years. Within Virginia, relative abundances of both vultures are greatest in the
Southeastern Coastal Plain of the state, with smallec numbers in the Piedmont, and the lowest relative abundance
in the Appalachian Mountains. Conversely, the relative population increase of vultures in the Appalachians has
been at least double that in either of the other portions of the state. Black vultures have also increased at a
relatively high rate in the Piedmont portion of the state compared to a relatively stable populiation level in the
Southeastern Coastal Plain, while turkey vultures have been increasing at a relatively moderate rate in both the
Piedmont and Southeastern Coast Plain sections of the state. Thus, even though the relative abundar e of
vultures is lower in the Appalachian-Mountains and the Piedmont, these two arcas of the state have experienced
the largest proportional population increases, especially over the past 20 years and particularly for blaclk vultures.

2) Christinas Bird Count Survey

Data from the National Audubon Snciety (NAS) Christmas Bird Count (CBC) were also checked for trends in
vulture populations (NAS 2002). FUff (2000), Kirk and Mossman (1998), Peterjohn (1994); Carter et al. (2000),
Link and Sauer (1998), and WS (see EA Section 4.1.1.1) determined that the Bleedmg Bird Survey and Christmas
Bird Count survey instruments were adequate for detecting broad population trends. We feel the BBS and CBC
arc the most approm"ate data to use for vulture population analyses because there is no definitive population
estimate for vultures and these survey instruments allow us to monitor breeding and wintering vulture population
trends.

Analyses of 23 CBC sites in Virginia by WS where counts have been performed anmualfly since 1988 indicate
both turkey and black vultures have statistically significant increasing population trends (see September 2002
- vulture BA at4.1.1.1). The CBC measures bird population trends during winter.

3) Partners i Flight Population Jndex (400 meter observation distance’

Under the North American Bird Conservation [nitiative (Rich et al. 2004), a conservation plan for tandbirds was
developed using a multi-variable equation, based on BBS data that adjusts BBS data for each species based on
their differences in detectability. The muliti-variable equation was then given one of six “accuracy ratings” that
assessed the quality of the equation. The accuracy rating was “guesstimate” for black vultures and “fair” for
turkev vultures. The USFWS used this technique to calculate a statewide population index for breeding black and
turkey vultures in Virginia by assuming each BBS route covers an area of 25.1 km’, and the relative abundance of
black vultures is 0.76 per route, and that the relative abundance of turkey vultures is 4.40 per route for the 1998 —
2003 period (Memo to files, R. Dettimers, Land Bird Coordinator, USFWS, January 5, 2004; Rich et al. 2004:
Raosenberg and Blancher in press). Virginia is approximately 105,590 km®. Therefore, an index of the population
would be 105,590 km® dividéd by 25.7 kmn® multiplied by the relative abundance (0.76 and 4.40). This
calculation yieided an estimate to which the USFWS then applied correction factors for known biases in the BBS




methodology including a correction for temporal patterss in vulture activity (time of day correction factor: 2.6]
for rurkey vultures and 2.50 for biack vultures), and for the fact that the survey probably often counts only one
individual in a breeding pair (pair correction factor; Rich et al. 2004, Rosenberg and Blancher in press). Since
vulture populations were increasing during the 1998 - 2002 period, the estimate was proportionally adjusted to
reflect these increases. Using tiese correction factors yielded a minimum relative abundance estimate of 20,251
black vultures end 101,339 turkey vultu, s breeding in Virginia in 2003, These estimates of relative abundance
only reflect the breeding population and birds greater than one year of age, and do not include offspring born that
year, migrants, or potential decreases due to death, dispersal, or migration.

The time-of-day and pair correction factor are intended to help account for the differences in detection
probabilities for vultures during the BBS (Rosenberg and Blancher, in press). While these two facters help
improve the population estimation model, they need further evaluation and testing. This method of deriving
population estimates from BBS relative abundance data can be used to provide a rough csumate of population
size, however, the accuracy of the resulting estimates is difficult to assess {Memo to files, R. Dettmers, Land Bird
Coordinator, USFWS, January 5, 2004). Thus, population estimates calculated by this method are most
appropriately used as relative measures of population size for tracking relative population size over time (Mémo
to files, R. Dettmers, Land Bird Coordinater USFWS, January 5, 2004).

The time-of-day correction factor addresses ¢iic bias of the BBS in surveying vultures (Rosenberg and Blancher,
in press). However, vulture activity continues to increase from morning to afternoon. Bunn et al. (1995}
recorded almost twice as many turkey vultures flying in the afternoon as during the morning in a series of roadside
counts conducted in Pennsylvania. Not enough black vultures were seen to make any comparisons. Because the
BBS only contains observations from the morring, it is likely that large portions of the population are undetected
by the survey and so a larger correction Tactor should oe applied (M. Averv. NWRC, pers. commun.}.

‘The pair correction factor addresses anotler bias of the BBS in surveying vultures (Rosenberg and Blancher, in
press). The assumption that each bird detecied actually represents a pair of birds is simplistic and unfounded. \
Nonetheless, this method is popular among some persons i the birding community. The best information
available indicates that black vultures do not breed until they are 8 years old. Even if that estimate is off by a few
years, numerous non-breeding birds will be in the population during each breeding season. The same applies 1o
turkey vultures. The proportion of non-brecders for either species is unknown, but it is certain that sach vulture
detected is not half of a breeding pair. Thus, the correction factor should be somewhat less than 2 (M. Avery. i
NWRC, pers. comamun.). ‘

Analysis of PIF Pepulation Index (400 meter observation distance) — WS and NWRC used an exponential
growth equation 1o verify this population index methodology by back calculating to a year when CBC data could
be used to verify PIF population index (400 meter detection ¢istance) methodology. The exponential growth
equation is:

N{) = Nt / @“

where, N is the vulture population index in the year of interest, Iy is the vuliture population index in the initial
vear, r is the rate of growth from BBS data (1980 — 2002), and t is the time in years (Caughley 1977). The
constant “e” is the base of natural (equals Naperian) logs, taking the value 2.71828 (Caughley 1977). The year ;
1980 is 2 baseline vear established by the U.S. Geological Survey for analysis of migratory bird population irends. j
CBC count data from 1980 m Virginia is used to verify the PIF population index. Thus:

: r L 0.0823(22
Ny=N;/ ¢ Nijggo = Nayggy / P08 '

Nl\)BO = 20,251 /6.07




Niagp = 3,336

Using PiF population index {400 meter detection area distance) produces a population index of 20,251 black
vultures in 2002 i Virginia (Memo to flles, R. Dettmers, USFWS, January 5, 2004). A back calculation of this
population index using an exponentizl growth equation resuits in a 1980 population index of 3,336 black
vultures in Virginia, During the C3C count for 1980, a total of 1,759 black vultures were counted. The CBC
count in 1980 represented abou® 16% of the land area in Virginia. Obviously, there were more black vultures in
the whole of Virginia than the 1,759 counted during the CBC survey. At least this 1980 PIF population index
using 400 meter detection distance exceeds the number of black vultures counted during the CBC survev (3,336
vs. 1,759). This analysis provides verification sought by Rosenburg and Blancher, in press, and may indicate thnt
the PIF population index (400 meter detection distance) provides a more reasonable population index than similar
PIF population index models using an 800 meter detection distance (sce number 7, PIF Population Index [800
meter observation distance]). Also, this analysis yields a more comparable estimate of the breeding black vuiure
population in 1980, at least relutive to CBC dara.

Proportion of biaek vulture population detected during CBC - The CBC surveyed vultures across about 16%
of the land area of Virginia in 1980 or about 6,362 square miles. Black vultures were detected in 24 of 36 count
circles. The ChC only counted a portion of the total number of black vultures wintering in Virginia. [t (s possivle
to determine the proportion of the black vulture population counted by looking at the ratio of black vuitures
counted in the CBC in 1980 and 2002 and comparing to exponential growth equations (Table 6}.

The exponential growth equation was used to caleulate the 2002 plack vulture population index from 1980 CBC
count data. The rate of annual growth for the period was 8.2%. A tota’ of 1,759 black vultures were counted i
1980 on the CBC in Virginia, a count that occurred on about 6% of the land area of the state.  The 2002 black
vulture population index provided an estimate of 10,677, The actual number of black vultures counted in 2002
during the CRC was 2,638. The proportion of black vultures not represented by the CBC data: roughly 3 biack
vultures are not counted for every 1 counted (2,638 counted, 8039 not counted equals population of 10,667). If
the same 3:1 proportion is applied to the 1680 CBC count, rhen the initial population index becomes 1759/0.25 =
7.036 black vultures. 1f this adjusted black vulture population index is used in the exponential growth equation,
the black vulture population estimate for 2002 now becomes 42,709,

Table 6. Proportion of the black vulture population counted during the Christmas Bird Count Surveys n Virginia and
comparison of these proportions using exponential growth equation. The number of black vultures counted occurred on

16% of the land area of Virginia.

Numiber ot blacle Population index Proportion of vullures Population index cafculated Population index calculated
vuitures counted on calculated from actwally counted on CBC  atter applying 1:3 proportion from exponential growth
v Christmas Bird Count exponential growth compared to exponental  of counted (CBC data) to cquation using 1:3 proportion
Aot Survey (CBCY equation growth cauation calculated (erowth equation} data for 1980
1980 1,759 - - 1,759/0.25 =7,036 -
2002 2,638 10,677 13 - 42,709

4) Christmas Bird Count Population Index (National Wildlife Research Center [INWRC] analysis) for black

vultures

The NWRC calculated a popuiation index using Christmas Bird Count data and a similar protocol as the PIF
population index as described by Rosenburg and Blancher (in press) and number 3 above.  The analysis will not
be presented again, only the summary. The 2002 population index for black vultures was calculated at 10,677
birds over about 16% of Virginia’s land area. When this data is adjusted for the proportion of black vultures
actual not represented in the CBC, then the 2002 pepulation index of black vuitures is 42,709 birds on 16% of

Virginia's land area,

—
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5)PiF Land Bird Conservation Plan Analvsis

The North American Land Bird Conservation Plom provides a continental synthesis of priorities and objectives
thet will guide land bird conservation actions at national and international scales (Rich et al. 2004). The plan was
developed by Partners in Flight, a consortium of state and federal agencies, organizations, and businesses. The
scope of the plan is the 448 native land birds that breed in the U.S. and Canada. Of these species, 100 are on the
“Watch™ list and 28 species require immediate action to protect small remaining populations and 44 species
reguire management action to reverse leag term declining trends. Also, 92 of uie 448 landbird species ars en' the
“Stewardship” list because their range is confined 10 a single Avifaunal Bieme. Neither black nor turkey vultares
are on the “Watch” or “Stewardship™ lists of the plan because threats to the populations, breeding populations,
non-breeding populations, end population trends are charactenized as low.

Partners in Fhight used a species agsessment process to identify priority species (Carter et al. 2000) using scores
generated by the Rocky Mountain Bird Observatory. This approach assessed species on the basis of seven
measures of conservation vulnerability. The measures of vulnerability were: 1) threats to breeding populations, 2
area importance, 3) population trend, 4) relative abundance, 3) breeding distribution, 6) non-breeding distribution,
and 7) threats to non-breeding populations . Each measure of vulnerability is ranked from 1 (low concern or
importance) to 5 (high concern or importance). A measure of overall conservation priority ranked from 5~ 25 is
also assigned by summing five of the seven measures of conservation vulnerability (Rich et al. 2004).  This
overall conservation assessment process can identify species that are particularly threatened or are of high
stewardship importance (Panjabi 2001). This assessment process also identifies species that are common and in
low need for conservation.

The “Watch List” is one outcome of the assessmen: process and is an early\waming system for bird species at risk
‘Fanjabi 2001). The Watch List totals the scores of all measures of vulnerability except area importance. 3ird
species whose overall conservation score is >_19 and are not listed under the Endangered Species Act are placed
on the Watch List (Panjabi 2001). Bird species with a score > 23 are listed as Extremely High Priority.

Black and turkey vultures were evaluated as part of the North American Landbird Conservation Plan. Both
species were scored as common and of very low risk. Black vultures had an overall conservation score of S out of
25, Turkey vultures had an overall conservation score of 6 out of 25. These scores are comparable to other
common birds such as American crow, hairy woodneckers, mourning dove, American robins, northern cardinals,
resident populations of Canada geese, double-crested cormorants, European starlings. house spuarrows, and rock
pigeons.

6) PIF Land Bird Population Objectives

The USFWS has set no fdrmal population oblectives for black or turkey vultures. PIF has set population
objectives for 192 land bird species of continental importance with the late 1960°s as the baseline year (Rich et al.
2004). Since the USFWS has set no population objective and PIF is setting population objectives with the late
1960°s as the baseline, it is logical to use the late 1960°s as the baseline for vultures. The best available
information indicates the black vulture population in USFWS Region 5 is 235% larger than what it was in 1960,
based on Breeding Bird Survey of 9.1% annual increase (P=.01) from 1966 to 2002. The turkey vulture
population in Fish and Wiidlife Service Region 5 is 110% larger than what it was in 1960, based on Breeding
Bird Survey of 3.9% annual increase (P<.01) from 1966 to 2002 (Sauer et al. 2003).

Wildlife Services has chosen a more recent baseline veur (Le., 1980) for black and turkey vulture populations in
Virginia than PIF for three reasons. The first reason is the impacts DDT and its derivative DDE had on vuiture
fecundity in the 1960°s and 1970’5 (Kiff 2000, Buckley 1999). DDT was banned by the Environmental

Protection Agency in 1972 (Johnson 1978). The second reason is that 1980, is the starting year for one of the two '

commonly reported periods of BBS trend information and trend statistics have already been calculared and
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reported by the U.S. Geological Survey. The third reason is Bart et al. (2004) conducted a statistical analvsis
using trend data to detect changes m land bird populations and determined that data sets must be at least of 20
vears duration to deteck change. Therefore, to use BBS, CBC, or other trend data we must analvze at least 20
years of daia which scts the carliest baseline year as 1983, These throe reasons support the use of 1980 as the
baseline year for vulture populations.

Fhe best available information indicates the black vulture population in USFWS Region 5 is 147% larger than in
1980, based on Breeding Bird Survey of 11.3% annual increase (P=0.00) from 1980 to 2003 (Sauer et al. 2004).
In Virginia, the black vulture population is 117% larger than ‘n 1980 (Sauer et al. 2004). The turkey vulture
population in USFWS Region 5 is 59% larger than in 1980, based on Breeding Bird Survey of 4.5% annual
increase {(P=0.00) from.1980 to 2003 (Saucx et al. 2004), In Virginia, the turkey vulture population is 35% larzer
than in 1980 (Sauer et al. 2004).

Thus, in the absence of & formal population objeuivﬁ for black or turkey vultures by the USFWS, and PIF
determining the overall conservation priority is low (Rich et al. 2004), WS has cetermined that lethal remaoval of
black or turkeyv vultures would not result in a significant adverse unpact on the quality of the human envirenment
as long as viable populations continue to exist. A viable population is one that can maintain itself or increase
number. We know, based on the statistically significant increasing trends shown by the BBS surveys, that the
populaticn of black and wrkey vultures in 1966, and later in 1980, were viable. These populations were viable
because thev subsequently increased.

The regional black vuiture population is 147% larger than it was in 1980. We know from BBS trend data that this
population could decline to the 1930 level and still be viable. We also know that this population could decline to
the 1966 leve] and still be viable, based on increaring population trends since 1966, The regional turkey vulture
population has increased by 59% since 1980 and Lhc same conclusion about the viability of its population is also

true.

Using this conservative aprroach with 1980 as the haseline viable blaci and turkey vulture population, the
population would have to decline from its current level by Lwelve thirteenths, or more than $2% before we would
begin to be concerned about future viability. The US]* WS used PIF Population [ndex (see number 3 above) te

calculate a 2003 breeding population of 20,251 black vultures and 101,339 turkey vultures (Mcmo to files, R.
Dettmer, USFWS, January 5, 2004). Ninety-two percent of a conservat‘ive PIF population index would be 18,631
black vultures and 93 232 turkey vultures. The USFWS could permit take of 92% of the 2003 vulture population
before it would necessitate re-evaluation due to developing concemns about population viability.

However, WS believes it would unnecessary to remove more than |,000 biack vultures or 500 turkey vultures in
any one vear in Virginia. Our analyses indicate that this fevel of take would rot reduce the population and would
certainly not even come close to reducing the population to the 1980 level. WS would monitor the level of take
against available trend data in subsequent years to determine the extent of any population increase or decline.
Should the population decline to an extent that suggests the 1980 baseline level has been breached, then WS
would re-evaluate to determine if further analys's and conclusions, or mitigation measures, might be warranted.

7) Partners in Flight Popuiation [ndex (800 meter observation distance)

The USFWS used PIF methodology as described in number 3 above and a defection area correction factor

revised by PIF in March 2004 (Memo to Files, R. Dettmers, USFWS, April 5, 2004). The revised detection area
correction factor was meant to incorporate the distance which a bird species moves during a 3-minute BBS count
period. Vultures were originally assigned a detection area cerrection factor of 400 meters and this was changed to
800 meters by PTF. T' is quadrupled the detection area. We present this 800 meter analysis because PIF has
started using this analysis and Rosenburg and Blancher, in press, call for verification of this methodology. WS
analysis uses independent CBC data to demonstrate that the change to 800 meters detection distance results in an

illogical population index as the raw CBC data is larger than the PIF population index.
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The PII" population index (800 meter observation distance) Is-derived from BBS data which requires recording
vultures observed within 400 meters of an observation point. The PIF population index (800 meter observation
distance) assumes vultures are seen to 800 meters. This is a false assumption as BBS observers are unable to even
observe vultures w0 400 meters in the eastern forests (R. Fernald, VDGIF, pers. commun.). Alsc, the BBS
protocol requires vultures observed to 400 meters are recorded and those beyond 400 meters are ignored,
therefore the PIF population index (800 meter detection distance) violates BBS protocol and assumptions in
calculating an index for an 800 meter observation distance.

When using this detection area ~orrection factor, the PIF system assumes that the effective detection distance for
vuitures at BBS stops is 800 meters, which equates to a sampled area of 2.0106 km” per stop. However, BBS
stops are located 800 meters apart, which results in overlapping sample arcas based <n an §00-meter detection
distance per point. Taking into account this overlap in area sampled by each point using an 800-meter
observation radius, each BBS route (i e., 50 stops spacec 0.5 milzs apart) samples an arza of roughly 65 kin® of
heterogeneous landscape. I we take the relative abundance numbers from BBES for Virginia {i.e., mean numbsr of
hirds detected per route in Virginia) as an estimate of the number of individuals per 65 km” across the state, then
we can divide the land area of the state (in km?) by 653, muliiple this number by the relative abundance of each
species, and then apply the time-oi-day and pair cotrection factors to calculate a rough estimate of the species’
population within the siate. Vivginia is approximately 103,590 «m’, and the time-of-day correction factors for
wirkey vultures and black vultures are 2.61 and 2.50, respectively. We use BBS relative abundance numbers for
the years 1998-2002 to represent the average population level over the last 5 years. In Virginia, these numbers
are 4.40 for turkey vultures and 0.74 for black vultures. Using these numbers, the rough state-wide population
estimates are 37,311 turkey vultures and 6,173 black vultures in Virginia.

With the relative abundance numbers used in the calculation representing an average over 5 vears, these
nopulation estimates can be thought of as an average population size aver the last 5 years. However, because the
wopulations have been increasing in Virginia, it would also be appropriate to add an increase to these numbers
proportionate to what the annual percent icrease reported by the BBS has been. If we assume that the 5-year
average estimates represent the pepulation numbers in the year 2000 (the mid-point of the périod 1998-2003) and
add an 8.2% anuual increase for black vultures and a 1.6% annaal increase for turkey vultures for three years, the
results would vield an estimate of the 2003 breeding population. These calculations produce estimates of 39,131
turkey vultures and 7,819 black vultures in Virginia. Because these estimates are based on numbers from the
B13S, which surveys birds during the breeding season, these numbers only reflect what the breeding population
might be. Populations at other times of the year will differ because of increases to the population from offspring
produced during the breeding season and migrants from other parts of the species’ range, as well as decreases
from deaths and dispersal or migration of breeding individuals to other parts of the species’ range.

Analysis of PIF Population Index (800 meter observation distance) — As with the PIF poputation index (400
meter observaiion distance), WS and NWRC used an exponential growth equation to verify this population index
methodology by back calculating to a year when CBC data could be used to verify PIF 8§00 meter detection
distance methodology. 7The sxponential growth equation is:

NO :Nt/e”

where, N, is the vulture population index in the vear of interest, Ny is the vulture population index in the inital
year, T is the rate of growth [rom BBS data (1980 - 2002}, and t is the time in years. The constant “e” is the base
of natural (squal Naperian) fogs, taking the value 2.71828 (Caughley 1977). CBC count data from 1930 in

Virginia is used to verify the PIF population index. Thus:
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Using PiF popuiation index (800 meter detection area distance) produceé a populaticn incex of 6,173 black
vultures in 2002 in Virginia (Memo to files, R Dettmers, USFWS, July 22, 2004). A back calculation of this
2002 population index using an exponential growth equation results in a 1980 population index of 1,017 black
vultures in Virginia. This is interesting because in the CBC count for 1980, » total of 1,759 black vultures were
counted. The CBC count in 1980 reprezented about 16% of the land area in Virginia. Obviously, there were
more black valtures in the whole of Virginia than the 1,759 counted during the CBC count

t and this analysis
provides verification sought by Rosenburg and Blancher, in press. The PIF population Index (800 meter
detection area distance) produces illogical resuits and will not be used in this environmental assessment.

8) Christmas Bird Ceount population index (VDG and Collece of William and Mary anaivsis)

A review of the vulture population estimates for Virginia derived through the PIF methodology using 800 meter
detection distances provided several lines of evidence suggesting that the PIF estimates might represent an
underestimate o1 the true number of vultures currently found in Virginia (Memo to files, R. Dettmer, USFWS,
July 22, 2004). The Virginia Department of Game and [nland Fisheries {VDGIF) and the College of William and

Mary analyzed Christmas Bird Count data to calculate a population mdex.

The numbers of vultures counted on CBC surveys 1 Virginia were used to develop an independent estimate of
vulture popufations for the state by Mike Wilson, with the VDGIF, and Dr. Bryan Watts, at the Coliege of
William and Mary (see Wilson and Watts, Interagency Memo, July 14, 2004). Within each of the three
physiographic provinces of the state (i.e., coastal plain, piedmont, tidge and valley), Wilson and Watts converted
the number of vultures counted on CBC surveys into mean densities (birds/km”), multiplied the mean densities by
the total land area of the respective nrovinee, and then summed across all provinces to produce 1 statewide
estimate. This method produced estimates of 16,119 black vultures and 40,412 turkey vullures in Virgimia. Like
the PIF method, this method of population sstimation is based on several unlested assumptions (¢.g., UBC surveys
are a representative sample of each physiographic province. CBC surveys arc an accurate count of the birds in
each CBC circle) and therafore the accuracy of this method for providing a true population estimate is unknown.
Wilson and Walls also point out that estimates derived from BBS and CBC data are not directly comparable
because the two surveys are conducted at different times of the vear and use different methods to collect data.
CBC data count vultures wintering in the state of Virginia, while the BBS data addresses the breeding population.

Summary of Population Impact Analvsis

We present eight different analyses of the impact on the black and turkey vulture populations in Virginia, One of
the elght analvses was rejected because its conclusion was illogical. All of the analyses were based on BBS
and/or CBC data in several different formats.

The BBS method of assessing the impacts of WS take and toial teke on the vulture population used the population
trend evaluation in number | which determined that the black vulture population in Virginia was increasing at a
rate of 8.2% per year and that the turkey vulture population was increasing at a rate of 1.6% per year during the
1998 — 2002 period (Table 3 and 4). [f WS take and total take were less than the number of vultures that were
predicted to be added to the population annually (annual recruitment) then these factors would not cause a decline
in the vulture population even if WS and other known forms of take occurred in addition to natural mortality (i.e.,
additive mortality). When the PIF Population Index (400 meter area detection distance) was used, the number of
vultures removed by WS was always less than estimated annual recruitment. Therefore, we conclude that the
impact on black and turkey vulture populations in Virginia would be low, even if WS were to remove 1,000 black

vuitures or 500 turkey vultures (Table 5 and 4).

Several analyses are presented using CBC data where CBC data are used in exponential growth equations to
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caleulate 2002 black vulture population indexes from actual count daia. These data are presented in djusied and
unadjusted population indexes of 42,709 black vultures and 10,677 black vultures on about 16% of Virginia’s
land ares (number 3 anc 4).  Another analysis of CBC data adjusted the data for differing vulture densities among
the three physiographic regions in Virginia (number 8). This analysis produced population indexes of 16,119
black vultures and 40,412 turkey vultures n 2004,

PIF conducted an analysis of land bird populations to identify those most vulnerable to decline.  This analysis
determined that black and turkey vultures in North America were some of the most secure among all land bird
species (number 3).

A final analysis set a baseline year of 1980 for viable black and turkey vulture populations (number 6). This
methodology allowed comparison and moritoring of BBS trend data against a baseline, During the time period of
1980 through 2003, black vulture populations increased 117% and turkey vulture populations increased 35%.
This was the easiest aralysis to make and demonstrated that a teke of 1,000 black vultures and 500 turkey vultures
would have no significant impact on either population.

CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANATYSIS

Nosignificant cumulative environmental impacts are expected from any of the 5 alternatives. Under the Proposed
Action and Alternative 4, the lethal removal of vultures would not have z significant impact on overall vuliure
populfations in Virginia, USFWS Region 5, or the United States, but some short term loczl reductions may occur.
Under Alternative 2 and 3, there could be an increased take of vultures compared to Alternative 1,3, and 4
because WS would provide no information or expertise about lethal take. However, this increased level of take
would be expec:o to have no significant impact. Local reductions that may occur would be temporary.

Overall, the trend and relative abundance information indicates that populations of both vuiture species have
experienced long-term increases in the eastern U.S. as well as in Virginia, and that the rate of increase has been
even greater during the last 20 years (Memo to file, R. Dettmer, USFWS, January 5, 2004). Within Virginia,
relative abundances of both vulture species are greatest in the Southeastern Coastal Plain portion of the state, with
smaller numbers in the Piedmont region, and the lowest relative abundance in the Appalachian Mountains (Memo
to file, R. Dettmer, USFWS, January 5, 2004). Conversely, the relative population increases of both vulture
species in the Appalachian Mountains has been at least double that in either of the other portions of Virginia
(Memo to file, R. Dettmer, USFWS, January 5, 2004). Black vultures have also increased at a relatively high rate
in the piedmont portion of the state compared to a relatively stable population leve!l in the Southeastern Coastal
Plain, while turkey vultures have been increasing at a relatively moderate rate in both the Piedmont and
Southeastern Coastal Plain sections of Virginia (Memo to file, R. Dettmer, USFWS, January 5, 2004). Thus, even
though the relative abuncance of black and turkey vultures is lower in the Appalachian Mountains and the
piedmont, these two arcas of Virginia have experienced the largest proportional population increases, especially
over the last 20 years and particulariy for black vultures (Memo to file, R. Dettmer, USFWS, January S, 2004).

No risk to public safety is expected when WS’s assistance is provided to requesting indivicuals i Alternatives 1
and 4, since only trained and experienced wildlife biologists/specialists would conduct and recommend VDM
activities. There is a slight increased risk to public safety when VDM activities are conducted by persons that
reject WS assistance and recommendations in Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4, and when no WS assistance is provided
i Alternative 5. Also, there would be a slight increased risk to public safety in Alternative 2 because WS would
provide no assistance with nonlethal methods. Inall 5 Alternatives, however, the extent of these risks would not
be significant.

The EA also analyzed the impacts on three other issues in addition to effects on target bird populations and effects
on human health and safety. These issues were 1) effects on nontarget wildlife species populations, including

T&E species', 2) effects on aesthetics, and 3) humaneness of lethal bird control methods.  The analysis of impacis
on those issues contained in the September 2002 EA are still the same, therefore, this amendment to the EA needs
no further revision.
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Although some persons and organizarions will likely be opposed to WS’s participation in VDM activities to
protect property, livestock, pets, human health and safety, and agricultural resources from vulture damage, the
analysis i this EA indicates that WS Integrated VDM program will not result in significant cumulative adverse
impacts on the quality of the human environment.




Response to Comunents, Informaiion, and Concerns
on the
Environmental Assessment for the

MANAGEMENT OF V U TURE DAMIAGKE
- INTHE "
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

WS received 120 comment letters from the public involvement process and review of the pre-decisional environmental
assessment (FA). The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires that proper consideration be given to all
reusonable points of view, particularly as they may relate to the issues being considered. In this light, it is important to
consider and address concerns or criticisms that may arise, including those comments that arrive after the completion of the
FONSI. After the public comment period on the A some organizaiions and two professors presented further comments,
requests for information, and concerns. One environmental organization initiatzd an email campaigu in June 2003,

1structing its members te oppose the vulture damage management program, and the WS program responded in writing to
over 600 members who commented about the vulture EA. The WS progruin also met with one. professor and several
organizations to share information and discuss concerns. Appendix A is a summary of commernts, information, and
concerns that were discussed at a June 27. 2603, meeting and the corresponding WS responses.

Public involvement under provisions of NEPA is intended to gather substantive information and ideas from the public on
proposed federal actions in order to help managers make better decisions. The puhliv involvement process is not counting
votes supporting or apposing management actions. While quantitative information 1s gathered and is important to
assessing attitudes, that is only part of the information analyzed. '

fssue 1) The WS program should use methods such as eliminating food resources, rather than population reduction
to reduce or stop damage at a recreation area in central Virginia.

~

Program Response: This vulture problem is described in the EA in section 1.3.7.3. This roost has occurred since about !
1999 We originally estimated 4350 black vultures roosted there in August 2002. More mformation since then midicated an
estimiate of 570 black vultures was more accurate. The damage was primarily to vehicles and beat trailers. The damage
also mcluded declining public use by fishermen and visitors due to concern about preperty damage to vehicles. Some
businesses have suffered financial hardship due 1o lost revenue because fewer fishermen and others use the area. One
business reported a 15% loss in annual sales due to vultures deterring fishermen from using the recrcation area. Some
vehicle owners have sustained more than $5,000 in damage from black vultures. Some fishermen and sponsors pulled out
of a nationally recognized bass fishing tournament the last week of August 2003 due to vulture damage to boats and

vehicles.

The county. WS, and others have wried managing the vultures using an integrated wildlife damage management program
since 1999, This program included stopping an individual feeding about 100 pounds of dog food per day to vultures;
harassing vultures with pyrotechnics, propane cannons, distress calls; shooting a few vultures to reinforce harassment;
chasing vultures with cars; placing nixalite porcupine wire on lamp and sign posts to discourage roosting and loafing, and
erecting signs warning the public about potential vulture damage 1o vehicles and signs telling the public not to feed the
wildlife. Some patrons to the boat launch have covered their vehicles with tarps only to have the black vultures tear and -
shred the tarps. In August 2002, WS reduced the vulture population by trapping and euthanizing 371 black vultures after

consulting with the USFWS and VDGIF. This left about 200 vultures which dwindled to 30 nud then sporadic visits until

March 2003. Damage to vehicles practically ceased for six months after the population reduction.
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The vulture damage returned in March 2003 when the vultures re-established the roest. ‘The county initiaied another
integrated harassment program with adjacent property owners, fishermen, and volunteers. The roost was {inally dispersad
in Apri after two voeeks effurt. The roost reformed in July 2002 and the damage to vehicles by 200 black vultures started
ain. While 200 vultures roosted there, only an estimated 100 vultures could be seen at any one thne in the parking lot
2ing vehicles or loafing in late August 2003,

In late August and September 2003 an integrated wildlife damage management progran way started again to disperse about
200 olack vultures roosting at the recreation arca. The National Wild ife Rescurch Center conducted research on a new
methed to disperse vultures using vulture effigies (Avery et al. 2002, Tillman ct al. 2002). Effigies and traditional bird
dispersal techniques were also used. WS worked with the county and adjacent landowners to instail plastic vulture ¢ffigies
at roost sites and dead vulture effigies at loafing sites. Some vultures loafed within five fect of the dead vulture effigies.
Also, traditional methods such as pyrotechnics, propane cannons, distress calls, and shooting a few vultures to reinforce
harassment were used to harass the vultures. The roost dispersal effort was unsuccesstful. Damage 10 vehicles and lost
revenue to a local store continued. WS was again asked to reduce the local black vulture population causing damage to
vehicles because a chronic problem persistea after an additional two integrated harassiment campaigns in 2003. There were

about 270 vultures roosting at the recreation area in early December 2003.

Some people and organizations at the June 27, 2003, meeting between WS and several environmental and animal interest
organizations believed eliminating artificial or man-caused foods would disperse the vulture roost at “he recreation area.
The dict of vultures has been studied by Coleman and Frascr {1987}, Yahner et al. (1990). and PMatterson (1984). These
authors at times found a high incidence of domestic livestock and poutiry, small mammals (rodents), deer, and mid-size
mammals (opossum. cat, rabbit, squirrel), enimal fecss, and plant material in pellets. The diet of vultures is highly variable
end WS analyzed possible food resources around the recreation area.

2 ‘JLI and turkey vultures do not move randomiy over the landscape but remain in large home ranges (Coleman aad Fraser
989), Black vulture home ranges averaged 14,881 hectares {36,756 acres) m Pennsylvania and Maryland aud turkey
vulture home ranges averag-d 57,072 hectares (91,568 acves) (Coleman and Fraser 1989). Acdditionally, valtures were
found clumped in distributic around roost and feeding sites (Coleman and Fraser 1989). Ninety-five percent of ali vulture
novements were within £35 km (9.3 miies) of the roost (Coleman and Fraser 1989

WS re-evaluated the availability of artificial or man-caused foad resources within 10 miles of the recreation area. There is
one landfill and a trash transfer station approximately 7.4 miles from the recreation area. No vultures have ever been seen
at the oash franster station. The number of vultures seen at the landfill in August ranges from 0 to 5 per day. The landfili
may have up to 20 vultures per day in the winter. The landfill and trash transfer station in an adjacent county are about 17
miles fom the recreation arca and most likely outside the home range of the black vultures.

Coleman and Fraser (1989) reported that vulture use of road killed animals amounted to less than 2% of vulture feeding
bouts. WS personne! see road killed animals in the county. [However, Virginia Department of Transportation workers

e

remove dead animals from state and county roads and rights of way. Few of these road killed animals have been seen
being fed upon by vultures.

Some people accused fisherman of leaving carcasses and food items at the recreation area which atiracted and fed the
vultures. We have observed no fish carcasses there. The county government maintains trash receptacles at the recreation
aren and we have observed no food items around the trash 1eccptaalcs or boat landing. Some people have blamed the cat
sy for attracting the vultures. We have observed the cats but no cat food on the ground or in bowis. The women
feeding the cats claim thev only put out enough food to feed the cats and they remove any left over feed. The county

er esv.ud siens prohibiting the feeding of animals or abandoning animals at the recreation area in 2003.

The cecurrence of domestic farm animals found in vulture diet studies reflect local agriculture and carcass disposal
practices in use at that time. Tt is standard agricultural practice in Virginia to dispose of dead livestock by bunial,
incineration, or rendering. Poultry are required by state law to be buried. incinerated, composted, or rendered.  There are
very few agricultural operations near the recreation area. The county had about 2,600 cattle in the county in 2002, which
represented less than 2/10ths of 1% of the state total. The county is ranked 77th in cattle production and 72nd in beerl
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productior out of 101 counties in Yirginia (Barnes and Mueller 2003).

The diet o vultures changes throughout the vear and by locution depending on the type of carrion or food resources.
available. It is possible that mowing makes srall mammals available for vultures. For example, small mammals (e.g. field
mice) were tound in 0 — 73% of vulture pellets among seven different roosts in Maryland and Pennsylvania {Yahner et
a..1990). FPatterson (1984) reported voles and moles regularly eaten by turkey vaitures during the fall at the Radford Army
Arsenal In Virginia. There are many large hay fields and fields associated with industrial sites near the recreation area and
vulures are sometimes seen in these fields.

Fragmentation of the landscape by man has aided vultures in finding “ood resources (Coleman and Fraser 1989, Kiff 2000).
WS investigated and consicered artificial and man-caused food resources that may attract or support the vultures roosting
at the recreation area, There appears to be no artificial or man-caused food resources that attracts or holds the vultures
there. It appears a diversity of natural and some artificial and man-caused food resources support the vultures roosting ar
the recreation area. We believe it is the characteristics of the roost site and not food resources that attract vultures to roost
at this site.

An cnvironmental organizaticn requested that their vulture expert be allowed to make a site visit to the recreation area to
identify food resources used by the vultures. WS agreed to this request and a letter, email, and several phone calls were
made in August and September 2003 Inviting this individual. To our knowledge, he had not visite:d the site as of October
2004

s .

Issue 20 WS should find altzrnative non-lethal ways of alleviating vulture predation on livestock and
urban/suburban vulfure damage associated with the Radford vulture roost.

Wildlife Services Program and Fish and Wildlife Service Response: The vulture roost in Radford, Virginia has a 30 year
nistory of black vultures preying on caitle and sheep produced within seven miles of the roost site. Also, the black and
wirkey vultures have been shifting all or part of the roost from the Radford Army Arsenal inte suburbs of Radford for tae
tast 4 years during December and January. This roost is one of the largest vulture roosts in Virginia with over 1,300
vuitores. The Radford roust vulture problem is identified in the environmental assessment in section 1.3.7.7.

A brief summary of the problers is at least 13 cattle and 2 sheep farms were impacted by this roest. These producers raise
from 49 to 400 head of adult cattle (not including calves) and from 400 to 1,000 sheep annuzlly on the respective farms.
Beef cattle and sheep are raised on pasture because raising these animals inside buildings creates disease problems and is
not economically Teasible. These farms have reported 3 cows killed, 1 cow injured, 122 calves killed, 2 calves injured, and
143 lamibs killed by black vultures from 1995 through 2001, Not all farmers report their losses to the federal government
so the actual losses are higher than reported losses.

The urban/suburban pnblic in Radford has been harmed by strong ammonia odors emanating from the vulture roost, the
white wash effect from many vultures defecating in a small area, loss of use of vards due to extreme odor and feces, and
the time and cost to clean personal property and cars of vulture feces and vomit when the roost moved from the Radford
Arscnal to the Town of Radford over the last 4 years. The Town of Radford has been burdoned with the annual cost to its
police and animal control officers attempting to disperse the roost for months each winter. The vulture roost moved from
the arsenal to the town on its own and was not dispersed by personnel at the arsenal as some environmentalist ciaimed.

Fnvironmental and animal interest organizations initially wanted the farmers to change agricuitural practices to avoid
killing or harassing the vultures. They have specificaily asked the farmers to put their cattle inside buildings, not harass the
vultures with pyrotechnics or other devices that would disperse the vuiture roosts, and to spend more time on the farm
tending the cattle and sheep. The farmers want the number of black vultures reduced to a level where predation on
livestock is less common.  An estimated 900 black vultures and about 400 turkey vultures comprised the roost in
Jannary/February 2003. The farmers requested the number of black vultures be reduced by half and stated that turkey
vultures were not a threat to livestock production.




This conflict became more complicated and affected a greater diversity of people when the black and turkey vultures
roosting at the Radford Army Arsenal shifted cach winter of the last 4 years to the suburbs of Radford. In late 2002 and
carly 2603 about 500 black and turkey vultures roosted in or adjacent to suburbs in Radlord. As of early December 2003,
Radford Animal Control officers report about 1,000 vultures in four roosts were in Radford. Animal Control officers were
actively harassing the vultures with pyrotechnics in December 2003 (o disperse the estimated 1,000 black and turkey
vultures out of town. '

When political support developed in early 2003, to reduce the number of black vultures by half, environmental
orzanizations offered to pressure the USFWS to expedite permits to allow the legal take of black vultures to protect
livestock. Some wildlife biologists with the Virginia Chapter of the Wildlife Society at their annual spring meeting in
2003, suggested one permit should be issued o authorize all livestock producers near the Radford roost to take black
vultures to protect livestock. However, the migratory bird permit regulations require that permits be issued only to a
“person” as defined at 30 CTR13.21 and 10.12 after receiving a proper application. The farmers have been requesting the
USHEFWS issue a depredation order alowing the take of black vultures to protect livestock since 1995 and the Service has
not acted on this idea because they nced to do more population assessment before moving forward with a Depredation
Order and livestock producers in Florida and Texas are affected by similar black vulture predation issues and the USSWS
would want to consider a Depredation Order beyond Virginia.

The take of black vultures is authorized when a migratory bird depredation permit is issusd by the USFWS. However,
farmers and public that have tried using the migratory bird depredation permit system have expressed to WS & loss of fajth
in the federal government to deliver the permits because the permits currently take 4-6 months to be processed. In
response, the USFWS has expedited the processing of all permit applications to tzke black vultures causing damage to
livestock by placing these requests ahead of others. Current processing time is now typically less than one month.

Other permitting issues thalt have caused difficulties include permits sometunes prohibit the use of rifles as the most
effective means to take vuitures. Accordingly, the USFWS has continued to authorize the use of rifles in rural farming
areas, but has restricted the use of rifles in urban or suburban areas where vultures roost in order to protect human safety.
Local ordinances frequently further restrict the use of firearms in urban and suburban areas, which is beycnd the control of
the USFWS. Restrictions on the numbers of vultures that can be killed are sometimes belicved to be inacdequate to stop
predation on livestock. In these cases, the permitiee may request an amendment to their permit to increase the number of
vultures authorized to be taken, and the USFWS will issue an amended permit, pending concurrence by the Virginia
Department of Game and Inland Fisheries.

The permitting process has also been reported by users as unfriendly and simply a paperwork burden to satisfy the legal
requirements which Federal agencies must comply. The USFWS has been steadily streamiining application and reporting
requirements since 1996, but must ask applicants for adequate information, as required by the regulations, tc process a
permit request. The USFWS has also been complying with the Paperwork Reduction Act, and must submit all forms
through the Federal Office of Management and Budget, which reviews forms to ensure that only essential information is
requested and that forms are simple to use.

wpplicants for depredation permits have also expressed dismay that they must submit $25 to process their application.
Realistically, staff are necessary to process applications and permits, and, as FFederal employees, they are entitied to pay
and benefits. A recent proposal in the Federal Register (August 26, 2003) proposed to increase the cost of a depredation
permit to $50 for individuals and $100 for businesses and organizations. This increase would help offset the cost for
providing special services that provide benefits to identifiable recipients. The USFWS’s migratory bird permitting
function received some appropriated funding, but not enough Lo cover costs, most of which are salary. The last permit fee
increase was in 1982 and the average Federal Governiment salary has increased by 128% since that time. Also, during the
past 20 years, permit applications have become more numerous, complex and 1ime consuming to process. lssuance of
depredation permirs requires compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act, which requires additional work from
wildlife biologists and managers, to ensure that the take of migratory birds authorized by permits will not create significant
impacts to their papulations. The USFWS will continue to work with ideas that will improve customer service,

Currently, most farmers place expectant cows in cne or a few pastures with easy access. The farmers try to visit the cattle
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one or more times per day to harass vultures with pyrotechnics, to scare the vultures by shooting, 1o chase vultures from e
pasture with trucks, dogs, and ATVs, and, if they have a permit, to shoot some vultures to reinfi--ce harassment. :armers
also ask-their neighbors to assist with harassment and husbandry efforts when they are away from the farm. It is rare to
have dead hvestock on the 1arms, but when it occurs the dead livestock are promptly buried or incinerated on most farms.
Burying dead livestock during the winter whe tls ground is frozen 1s impractical. These control measures have been
meflective at stopping vulture predation o livestock in the Radford area and most of Virginia (1Lowney 1999).

Issue 3. WS should remove information about potentia] human health threats and pathogenic diseases from the
envirenmental assessment because there have been no significant health threats.

Frogram Response: The National Environmental Policy Act mcuires federal agencies to pui all 1616\& 11 information used
by the agercy to make a decision into the EA and decision document. The EA reported in section 1.3.5.2 that the risk to
human health from vulture feces and vomit was low. Mareover, 1 ablr [-2 showed the public rarely reponted threats to
human health from vuliures. The public reported cily 90 cidences of threats to human health due to feces, vomit, or odor
out of 1,471 requests for assistance. Therefore, threats to human health from vultures are not sigrificant and this i
consistent with the information presented in the EA,

Issue 4. BBS and CBC data are inappropriate for monitoring impacts on vulture populations.
Program Response:

The BBS and CBC data are the survey instruments used by the U S D1, USFWS; U.S. Geological Survey, Division of
Biclogical Survey, and U.S.D.A. WS for monitoring vulture and other bird populations. These survey instrumeiits can
reveal important changes in the status of a species | population across a broad area. They have been used since the 1980°s to
detect declines in bird species abundunce and since 1994 to estimate population trends {(Peterjohn 1994). These survey
instruments are apprapriate for detecting broad pepulation trends for vultures (Kirk and Messman 1998, Kiff 2000). For a
vast majority of the approximately 650 bird species in North America there is no feasible way Lo estimate population size
because methods have not been developed/tested for tie species in questlon or the methods are too labor intensive 10
implement in Jarge-scale surveys (Link and Sauer 1998). Thus government agencies, conservation organizations, and
others must rely on existing survey instruments to monitor the status of mdrvldual bird species populations. Section4.1.1.1
in the EA and Issuc 5 in the Decision and FONSI signed on January 15, 2003, discuss this issue in greater detail,

The BBS i the primary source of information on population change and relative abundance tor many North American bird
species (Saver et al. 2003a). Survey results are used for a variety of conservation activities including setting harvest
regulaticns for mourning doves (Sauer et al. 1994) and developing management plans for regional conservation initiatives
such as Partners in Flight (Carter et al. 2000). Surveys, such as the BBS, form the primary sources of information cn
population change (Link and Sauer 1998). ‘While flaws in the BBS are well documentej {Sauer et al. 2003 it remains one
of the best survey instruments available for most bird species, inclhuding vulture

The CBC survey is another appropriate survey instrument for detecting broad population trends for vultures (Kirk and
Mossman 1998, Kiff 2000). We feel the CBC is appropriate data to use for vulture population analysis because there is no
definitive population estimate “or vultures and this survey instruments allow us to monitor wintering vulture population
trends. While CBC observation sites may change from year to year, it is possible to analyze CBC data from the same
observation sites to analyze population trends (M. Avery, NWRC, pers. commun.). Also, the CBC is a 24-hour survey thus
it can count vultures throughout the day and its less affected than surveys that count only during a smaller time frame of the
dey. This can be important as trkey vultures are more numerous in the afternoon than in the morning (Bunn et al. 19953).
The BBS is used by environmental organizations and others to show changes in bird species populations. Ata June 27,
2003, meeting between WS and birding and animal advocacy organizations, and one professor, they agreed that trend cata
from the BBS and CBC data provide the best information available on vulture population change. While WS used the
BBS to document increasing pepulation trends in Virginia, one birding organization used the BBS to document declining
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trends in black vulture populations in Alabama, 1iinois, Louisiana, Mississippi, and regions of Texas (email from G-
~Winegrad, American Bird Conservancy, to B. Clay, W3, June 13, 2003). The same birding organization also uscd the
BIS to report declining tiends in turkey vultures in 6 states (thVJ from G. Fenwick and G. Winegrad, American Bird
Conservancy, to M. Lowney, WS, October 11, 2002).

fssue 30 Popuiation roduction for Individual Roosts is ineffective beeause it attracts new valtures to the roost site.

Program Response: The Virginia WS program has been dispersing vuiture roosts from urban/suburban areas since 1998,
In some years WS dispersed up to six roosts occupied by 12 to as many as 320 vultures each. In 5-9 nights all vulturss
were dispersed and no vultures returned to the roost site until.the following year. The exception 1o this finding was the
dispersal of a vulture roost in Staunton in December 2001 because the vultures subsequently reoccupied a former roost
dLu ut 3 miles away. The landowner started a harassment program and the vultures returned to Staunton. The roost was

spersed again by WS after coordination with the landowner. The vultures then moved to a new site where there was no
contlict.

The dispersal of vulture roosts demonstrates clearly that unoccupied roosts are not immediately re-occupied. In our
experience, population reduction does not gencrally result in new vultures filling & void. Also, population reduction is a
commonly pnctxced method in wildlife management to redoce damage to property, the envirenmient, agriculture, und
human bealth and safety. Some of the best contemporary examples of population reduction to reduce damage are annual
deer and Canada goose hunts in Virginia and the other 47 conmmnml states, and snow goose conservation hunts in Canada
and the United States. The USFWS recently released several environmentzl impact statements and a environmental
assessment showing population reduction was the most effective muhod to reduce damage caused by snow geese (50 Code
of Federal Regulations 21.60, 64 Federal Register 712306), resident Canada chx {(USFWS 2002, USFWS 1698, 64
Tederal Register 32766), and double-crested cormorants (68 Federal Register 58022-58037, USEWS 2003a}.

issue 60 There is a need for research to develop a technique te estimate vaifure populations.

Wildiie Services Program and Fish and Wildiife Service response. We agree. H the WS or USEFWS are funded b
Congress or another funding source to conduct this research, it would be conducted.

Issue 7. Fragmentation of the habitat by development and an increasing human population is harinful to vuliure
populations.

Program response: Black and turkey vulture populations have been increasing and expanding their ranges for most of the
20" century in North America (KIff 2000, Buckley 1999, Kirlk and Mossman 1998). Black vultures colonized Virginia in
the “0™ century. Both biack and turkey valtures have increased their populations in Virginia sinice at feast 1966 (Sauer et
al. 2003, NAS 2002). These range expansions and vulture population increases have occurred during a period of

nprecedentefl human population growth to nearly 300 million humans in the U.S. in2003. Also, the human population in
Virginia has increased from 6 2 million pecople in 1990 to over 7.2 million people in 2002.

Black and turkey vultures have benefited from fragmentation of the landscape by humans (Kiff 2000). After more than two
centuries of clearing and re-growing rorests, the current habitat Is a mosalc of forast patchw and open areas (Kiff 2000).
Coleman and Fraser (1989) showed the importance of this mosaic of forested and open areas for roosting, nesting, and
foraging. Vultures have clearly adapted to and thrived in the presence of man.  Hven if these factors did indeed cause
acverse effects to vulture populations, WS has no authority to regulate land use or human populations.
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